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Re: Report on Broadcast Localism and Notice ojPl'IJposed Rulemakillg,
MB Docket No. 04·233

Federal CommunIcations CommIssion
Officeolthe Secretary

<!!.ntHlre.fi5 .nf t4.e l!luiteil· ~tat£s
ma~4jngton, 38m 2llens

Apri115,20oflLEDIACCEPTED
APR 2 gzooaThe Honorable Kevin J. Martin, Chairman

The Federal Communications Conunission
445 12111 Street, S.W.• Suite 844
Washington. D.C. 20554

Dear Chairman Martin,

We are '''Tiling you today regarding the recent news thaL the Federal Communications omnusslOll
is considering a radical re-regt1.lation ofnul' nation"s broadcast system in lhe pending "I calism"
proceeding, It is our understanding that the Commission is set to turn back the c·lock on decades of
deregulatory progress by imposing a series of'new and burdensome regulations on broa casters. We
urge you to reconsider these actions.

While we agree with the Commission that f<.)ste:ring more and better local programming is n
laudable goal, we do not agree that mandates from Washington are the best means of a ieving that
goal. Indeed, the tentative conclusion in the localism proceeding to effectively force br adcasters to
air programming that fits pre-ordained categories creates clear con.<;litutiollal concerns.. n additioJl,

,mandating how broadcasters interact with their communities, such as by forcing license s to form
pennanent advisory boards. would l'equire layers ofbureaueracy that woigh down the arketplace,
and unfuirly burden broadcasters wI1He lea"ing other media, including cable, satellite d Internet,
free to compete without comparable govemment interference.

We also musl focus on a pair ofproposed rc~iegulations tbai L:Ould oost the bmadcast in ustry
millions ofdollars in mmecessary cosLs. According lo the rec~nlly relectsed Repo/'J on 1 'uadcaSI
Localism, the Commission is considering the reinstatement of tWO particularly archaic click'S that
had long been abandoned - the mJe that required broadcaslers 10 maintain lheir main st Idio only
within the community of license and the rules regardittg l,lltattended techllical operation ofbroadcas1
facilities. I

The fir~1. rule, also known as the Main Studio Rule, was relaxed ill 1987 when the Coml lSSlon
decided that forcing broadcasters to maintain their main transmitting studio within, and only wilhin,
the community oflie:e;nse was overly restrictive abd uffilecessary. TIle rule was further laxed in
1998 to level the playing fi'eld ,between large mrd small broadCAsters, llnd to allow broa easlers with
multiple licenses in an area to 'co-locate main studios and combine l'eSOllrces, signitican Iy reducing
administrative costs. This rule change. which aHows stations to now place their main sl die> within
their primary listening area, was consistent with the Telecommunications Act of 1996 a d gav~
licensees-much needed flexibility.

Reverting back to out-<>f·date rules would impose si~ificant costs 011 broadcast license that have
made good' faith inves,~enls based on the rule Cha11ges, costs tbat will harm broadcastc s' ability to
serve the V'Ublic interest. Furth~r. the stated goal of the reregulation, namely to "encoul' ge
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broadcasters to produce locally Qriginated programming," r«quires a logical leap that hu. no place in
govemment regulation. and is a thinly guised method ofcontrolling broadcast content.

The second rule change under consideration would require b1'Oadcusters to maintain ~I ph sicaI
pr~:;cnee at every broadcasting facility during all hours of operation. The old rule rcquiri g
broadl.-llsters tel keep a licensed radio operator at the transmitter site at all hours was ab doned in
1995 after ule Commission deemed it "superfluous)! alld arc.haic in Hght ormodem lecb ology.
Tech.''101ogy lu'.sn't reverled - so why go back'.' If there is II concern about emergencies. hen it
seems that focusing on refonning emergency u-aining and education \..rou~d be a mQre rafona: '
approach than penalizing every local broadt:aster in the OOW1try with loUlneccssary labor o81s.

We a.ppreciate your attempts to improve local media. but we disagree with your propose methods.
Any approach to regulate media that violates constitutional principles, or unnecessarily uroens the
indllslry when Olher. less burdensome metJlods are available. should be: discarded.

Sincerel:,

Rep. Todd PI;lftS

Rep. Nick Rabid}
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